and the appearance of hero cults to the major transformations that took place in the Greek world between 750 and 650 B.C.3 Little interest has been shown in how these cults change through time, however, and the relationship of hero cult to other kinds of cult (cults to the dead, or cults to the gods) has received less attention than it deserves.4 In view of the considerable scholarly interest in the relationship between art, cult, and politics in Archaic Athens, this lack of attention is surprising. The popularity and nature of these cults, and the way such cults change through time, have an important bearing on the political and social development of Archaic Athens.
Terms such as tomb and hero cult require some preliminary definition (but see infra pp. 218-22). By hero cult I mean any cult whose object of veneration was a hero (heros), named or otherwise, but usually associated with a particular locality. By tomb cult I mean any cult whose locus was a tomb, whether that tomb was recent or ancient when it became the focus of cult, and whether that cult was of long or short duration. These two categories could overlap. Some (but not all) hero cults were tomb cults; some (but not all) tomb cults were cults of ancestors; and some (but not all) ancestors were also heroes.5 The picture is not, at first sight, as straightforward as some historians Its two senses, the religious and the secular, are not derived from one another, nor from a single original sense. Each represents a particular facet of a system, separately developed in the Dark Ages. As a secular and secularized term for young warriors, the word was preserved only in the epic tradition. As a religious term it survived independently of epic--on the mainland?-associated with the honored dead and more loosely with terrestrial numina resident in the district.29
Given this distinction between the two senses of the word heros, we would expect that cult would only be associated with the latter, "religious" kind of hero, the honored dead somehow resident in the land, and tied to a particular locality. A quick glance, however, at Such observations have led me to suggest elsewhere that the production and deposition of Protoattic pottery was, in part at least, determined by the needs of these two ritual occasions. The restriction of Orientalizing pottery to these two contexts can be seen as the revival, in highly modified form, of a principle of social rationing that had existed in the ninth century--a rationing of the use of "the Orientalizing" to occasions that were, at once, liminal and high-status, removed from day-to-day living.62 The elite groups of Archaic Attica (the aristocracy) more or less monopolized the use of Orientalizing pottery.63 If this interpretation is correct, the significance of Orientalizing pottery, and of the contexts in which it is found, is then out of all proportion to the actual quantities of material deposited. Neither the Menidhi tholos nor the Kerameikos Opferrinnen were areas of public cult. But the quality of the pottery found there and the similarities in iconography and style of the vases in both contexts make it more reasonable to suppose that what we are witnessing here are the rituals of an aristocracy, the Athenian Eupatridai.64 The importance of such private, familial rituals is underlined when we consider the Athenians' apparent lack of concern for public cult in this period. Unlike nearby 
